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36. The Chairman: " Instead of realising an "additional revenue of nearly 193 lakhs . . . the " Government of Bombay are realising 56 lakhs less " than even the base of 430."—Yes, Similarly, the next paragraph (which deals with revenue from Stamps) shows that instead q£ being 41 up we have lost nearly 28, a difference of 69.
 36.	That is on Stamps ?—Yes.    With regard to
Land Revenue, the calculations of the Meston Com
mittee would give us 605 lakhs, whereas the revised
figure for the current year is 449.
 37.	Sir Arthur Froom : What does that come to if
you add it up ?—474.    I make it.
Sir Arthur Froom ; My estimate was 5 crores ; you make it 474 lakhs, or 4£ crores. That is the point I wanted to make particularly.
38. Sir Arthur Froom : Yes. Then there is Excise and Stamps. Mr. Wiles's figures and mine (his taken from the Memorandum and mine from this statement) agree within £ of a crore, which is immaterial for my argument. He says they are short by 4| crores and I say they are short by 5, but anyhow it is by a very large sum. My point is this. If the calculations of the Meston Committee after a number of years prove to be woefully wrong (I am not criticising them too much for a miscalculation), what I suggest to the witness is that the Government of Bombay feel that, as this Award was based on entirely wrong calculations and in effect they are short of their estimated revenue by 4f or 5 crores of rupees—a huge sum— the Government of Bombay have a very strong grievance. Would you put the opinion of the Government of Bombay in that way ?—Yes. May I make one small explanation ? It is with regard to these figures of Land Revenue. There is a discrepancy between the figures given by the Bombay Chamber and those given in this Memorandum. I find the difference is due to the fact that the Bombay Chamber's figures include revenue due to Irrigation, whereas these figures in the Memorandum do not. There is the difference. Our budget figures for the current year are 538 crores, and theirs are 593 ; but 55 lakhs of revenue from irrigation have been omitted £rom our figures.
Sir Arthur Froom : That would probably make my figure of 5 crores correct.
39. The Chairman: Sir Arthur's point for the purpose of our argument seems to be perfectly established, and you agree with it, I gather, in principle ?—Yes.
Sir Arthur Froom : I think it is established that Bombay's revenue has not worked out in the way the Meston Committee thought it should. Now I will continue. Your suggestion, I think, was that half of the income-tax should go to Bombay, and then our Chairman pointed out that it might not be •entirely fair, because there axe companies paying income-tax in Bombay of which the shareholders are outside the Presidency; but still, taking it by and large, there might be very big business concerns in Bengal whose shareholders lived in Bombay. Would it be correct to assume that on the average it would not, perhaps, work out altogether incorrectly for you to take the income-tax paid at source instead of on personal income ? For once you try to start working out personal incomes you start, I am afraid, a very considerable addition to your income-tax staff. We do not want any of these income-tax authorities to be top-heavy, and a lot of the income-tax which should go to the Government of India, and probably something to Bombay, to be wasted in salaries; and added to this I think it should be remembered that some of,the income-tax which is deducted at source by companies may never be returned at all. The income-tax authorities in
 income-tax on the whole of its profits, whether it distributes those profits in the way of dividend or not. In England, if the company resolves to use a portion of its profits for the creation of-bonus shares, or to dedicate them for the purpose of improvement, and never distributes them, the Revenue will yet tax the whole of the profit, though the shareholders will never have the whole of those profits distributed in dividend. Is not that right ?
Sir Arthur Froom :  That may be so, sir. The Chairman :   It is certainly the law in. England. Sir Arthur Froom :  The whole difference, I think, will never amount to such a large sum as to warrant setting up a new machinery for deterrnining these personal income-tax returns, and, as I say, some of the income-tax returns are not returns at all, I am afraid.
40. The Chairman (to the witness) : Is that your view ?—Yes. I understand Sir Arthur to say that his fear is that although income-tax may be paid at source by the company, yet in making the personal income tax returns much of that income will escape notice. The object of the return is to nx the standard of assessment, the rate at which income-tax shall be paid. It is not a question of paying income-tax so much as a question of fixing the rate and from carelessness or from deliberate fraud these returns may not be so accurate. That was what 1 meant when I said this morning that we anticipated considerable difficulty in arriving at a proper return of personal incomes; but it is really an administrative matter, with which the income-tax office can deal better than I can.
Sir Arthur Froom : f will now come to the summary of your proposals, and on page 38* the Government says : " Our proposal, therefore, is tb claim a " half share of the total taxes on incomes and suir-" render the items of revenue under non-judicial " stamps." Then when we come to Bombay, very appropriately, if I may be allowed to say so, 1 iinder-stand that you cannot go and get a bigger income from Bombay without it coming from somewhere ; which is, of course, a very obvious remark to make. Then Bombay go on and suggest how the Central Government should recoup itself for the six croret-which they are going to lose from the central source of revenue, out of income-tax. Now I should just like to mention one or two items, not particularly with the idea of being critical, but I hope with the idea of being helpful. Take company tax. You refer to company tax; it is what we call a super tax on companies. It is quite distinct from super tax as some of the gentlemen round this table pay it. It is not a personal super tax; it is a super tax on companies. Now, I think I am correct in saying that that amounts to between 3 and 4 crores of rupees. Many of us in the Central Government have objected to this company tax. It has been held to be wrong ; it has been held to be a tax on trade, and therefore a tax on people who are trying to help things to go in the country. My recollection is that the Commerce Member said, " Well, I will bear this in mind, but I " have got to get these provincial contributions out " of the way first." So there is on record somewhere in the Government of India that they do recognise that this company tax is a wrong tax, and that when they can they shall do away with it altogether. So bang goes two or three crores.
I think my Mend, Mr. Miller, has dealt with th* question of customs duties. Everybody thinks that the import duties of this country are on. a rather high basis, and the Commerce Member said for h**n*»|f that he wanted to reduce them if he could, and he proposed to do so when he could. In fact, if you remember, he has already reduced the customs duties on motor cars from 3O \ in the last two years.
r**CAa»mw»; I do not know the details of your	*" °Ue C>a **' *** ** tobacco 4
system here,  but in England the company pays	* Vol. VII.

